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Abstract
Community-based forest management (CBFM) is a popular concept in many countries, covering over
400 million hectares worldwide. In Indonesia, CBFM is viewed as an important component of the forestry
sector with the government’s goal to establish 5.6 million hectares of CBFM by 2011 (twice the area of
industrial plantation forests). The Indonesian government is pursuing CBFM as a strategy to reduce
deforestation of tropical forests, to alleviate poverty in rural communities, and to contribute timber sup-
plies to the processing industry.
There has been a belief that CBFM can lead to a physical and socio-economic transformation at the local
level. However, in practice, especially in Indonesia, this claim appears problematic because in over 35
years since it has been officially introduced it does not appear to have contributed significantly to address
the problems of deforestation and rural poverty.
Despite the government’s ambitious goal for CBFM, there are several challenges, for instance the en-
trenched poverty of many rural communities and inconsistent and unsupportive policies of CBFM at the
national, provincial, and local government. This paper is intended to explore, discusses, and criticize the
implementation of CBFM policies in various countries and in particular in Indonesia. This paper also aims
to explore its challenges in the future development in Indonesia.
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Abstrak
Pengelolaan hutan berbasis masyarakat (CBFM) merupakan konsep yang popular di
banyak negara, meliputi  lebih dari 400 juta hektar di dunia. Di Indonesia, CBFM dipandang
sebagai komponen penting di sektor kehutanan, dengan tujuan pemerintah membangun
5,6 juta hektar pada tahun 2011 (dua kali lipat dari hutan tanaman industri). Pemerintah
Indonesia mengembangkan CBFM sebagai strategi untuk mengurangi deforestasi,
kemiskinan, dan meningkatkan suplai kayu ke industri pengolahan.
Ada keyakinan bahwa CBFM akan membawa transformasi secara fisik dan sosial ekonomi
di tingkat lokal. Akan tetapi dalam praktiknya, khususnya di Indonesia, tesis ini terlihat
problematis karena lebih dari 35 tahun sejak CBFM dikenalkan dan dikembangkan,
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tampaknya tidak berkontribusi secara signifikan untuk mengatasi deforestasi dan
kemiskinan pedesaan.
Selain ambisi besar dari pemerintah untuk mengembangkan CBFM, ada beberapa
tantangan seperti kemiskinan masyarakat desa dan kebijakan yang tidak selalu konsisten
dan mendukung, baik di tingkat nasional, provinsi,  dan lokal. Paper  ini juga bertujuan
untuk mengeksplorasi tantangan dalam pengembangan kebijakan CBFM  di Indonesia
kedepannya.
Kata kunci:
CBFM; kemiskinan,partisipasi; kebijakan kehutanan
International Experience of Commu-
nity-Based Forest Management
Many countries around the world have
introduced community-based forest man-
agement (CBFM) over the past two decades,
particularly throughout South-east Asia
(Poffenberger, 2006). A useful definition of
CBFM is that it is “locally based manage-
ment of forest and tree resources” (Nebel,
Jacobsen, Quevedo, & Helles, 2003, p. 3).
CBFM is a people-centred development ap-
proach, which involves local people in deci-
sions that influence their well-being
(Duinker, Matakala, & Zhang, 1991). It is
seen as a “vehicle” and a “panacea’’ for en-
hancing community livelihoods, preserving
forest resources, and ensuring long-term
sustainability (Nebel, et al., 2003).
One of the significant driving forces for
the emergence of CBFM in a large number
of countries is deforestation, since for instance
in Indonesia, the CBFM policy was believed
to be one of important policy options to curb
deforestation (Hindra, 2005; Lindayati,
2003). In tropical countries deforestation is
occurring at an alarming rate (Gilmour,
Malla, & Nurse, 2004), for instance, in the
Philippines only 22 percent of the forest re-
mained in 1987 (Nurjaya, 2005). Between
1973 and 1985, in Thailand forest cover lost
26 percent, Cambodia lost 24 percent, Viet-
nam lost 19 percent, Laos 10 percent and
Myanmar lost 8 percent (Sen, Wang, &
Wang, 2004). By the 1980’s, growing concern
over deforestation in the region resulted in
many policy-makers and development
agency experts reviewing the role of indus-
trial forestry and the capacity of state agen-
cies to protect forest resources and support
rural development, especially for poor people
and other marginalised groups (Nurjaya,
2005)
Donor agencies and other organisations
started introducing and promoting commu-
nity-based forest management as a new
model of development (Nurjaya, 2005). The
main objectives of the CBFM policy in the
early stages (e.g. 1960’s-1970’s) focused on
curbing deforestation (Awang, 2004; Hindra,
2005; Hobley, 2007b), and enhancing a sense
of ‘ownership’ for local communities in for-
est resource management (Duinker, et al.,
1991). Today efforts are more focused on
enhancing the livelihoods of rural commu-
nities (Charnley & Poe, 2007; Hobley, 2007b).
Another significant driving force for
CBFM is poverty, as some policy analysts
argued that CBFM policy can be an instru-
ment for transforming the lives of the poor
living in and surrounding forests into a bet-
ter off community (Awang, 2003; Hindra,
2005; Nugroho, 2002; Peluso, 2006). Poverty
is a complex problem which often includes
insufficient food, income, and other inputs
to maintain an adequate standard of living.
Poverty relates to vulnerability to shocks to
the livelihood systems, and an inability to
cope with and recover from them
(Bhumibhamon, 2005). Livelihood system
shocks may be the result of deforestation or
other natural disasters (World Bank, 2010a).
Poverty is also linked with a lack of power,
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security and voice, not just a limited amount
of money (Roe, 2010).
Very large numbers of rural households
in developing countries are living on, or un-
der, subsistence levels on a daily basis
(Arnold, 2001). For instance recent estima-
tions based on the US$1 a day poverty
threshold shows that nearly 625 million
people in Asia can be classified as poor
(Fernando, 2008). These people are largely
dependent on forests and tree products for
their survival (Arnold, 2001). The scale of
poverty also shows to some extent the fail-
ure of forest policies in countries such as In-
donesia and Nepal to contribute in a sub-
stantial way to poverty elimination (Babili
& Wiersum, 2010; Duinker, et al., 1991;
Lindayati, 2003; Safitri, 2006).
Given the short comings forest policy in
some countries, there has been a search for
policy alternatives to address poverty in ru-
ral areas. They have put forward CBFM as
an appropriate strategy (Mahanty, Gronow,
Nurse, & Malla, 2006) and a mechanism for
poverty alleviation     (Gilmour, et al., 2004;
Mahanty, et al., 2006; Mansuri & Rao, 2004;
Nebel, et al., 2003). In Asia, CBFM is ac-
knowledged to be a key ingredient (Mahanty
& Guernier, 2008), and an innovative prac-
tice (Mazur & Stakhanov, 2008) for improv-
ing the welfare of the estimated 450 million
impoverished people living in and around
forests (Mahanty & Guernier, 2008).
Issues Arising from Implementation
Despite its potential to curb deforesta-
tion and to alleviate poverty in rural areas,
the implementation of CBFM development
has been slow to progress. For instance, dur-
ing the first 10-15 years of implementing
CBFM in pioneering countries such as India,
Nepal and the Philippines, the focus was on
developing, testing, and institutionalising
effective approaches for encouraging com-
munity participation in the protection and
management of forests. The main goal was
to protect and rehabilitate the degraded for-
ests (Gilmour, et al., 2004). In other countries,
including Butan, Cambodia, China, Indone-
sia, Lao PDR, Sri Lanka, Thailand, and Viet-
nam, CBFM is a much more recent govern-
ment initiative and is still largely in its for-
mation stages (Gilmour, et al., 2004).
Policy problems are significant contribu-
tors to the slow progress of the CBFM devel-
opment. There are two particularly problem-
atic areas at policy level; the policy-making
process or policy development, and policy
implementation. Firstly, at a policy develop-
ment level, the problems relate to ineffective
public participation, poor policy communi-
cation, and inadequate tenure policy, related
to control of and access to forest resources
by the local people. Secondly, at policy imple-
mentation level, the problems relate to eco-
nomic and political inequity, and inadequate
institutional development, especially at the
local level.
Within the policy making process, pub-
lic participation is one of the components for
assuring the accountability and responsibil-
ity of decision making agencies (Renn, Webler,
Rakel, Dienel, & Johnsom, 1993; Sunito, 2005).
In reality, policy-making is often impeded by
the limited participation of local people
(Harrison & Suh, 2004). It is crucial that all
related actors are represented (Renn, et al.,
1993) and essentially representation is related
to the legitimacy and fairness of the people
selected to be involved in the policy-making
process (Abelson et al., 2003). Full participa-
tion needs to embrace representation of poor
and disadvantaged groups, not only at cen-
tral level but also in local committees and other
bodies (Pandit, Albano, & Kumar, 2009). It
needs people’s involvement not just as indi-
viduals but as a collective, such as a village
community (Agrawal, 2001c). The most di-
verse group possible makes it more likely that
all viewpoints will be heard and considered in
the policy-making process (Carson & Hart,
2005).
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Policy communication is another signifi-
cant problem for CBFM. Essentially public
participation is increasingly designed to im-
prove consultation and communication
(Hjortsø, 2004), and enhance information
flow in forest resource management
(Wollenberg & Kartodihardjo, 2002). How-
ever, the fragmented nature of rural popula-
tions is a real obstacle to rapid and regular
communication (Garver, 1962). This problem
is exacerbated by limited available informa-
tion about the issues related to CBFM (Janse,
2007), especially about the dynamics of lo-
cal needs and aspirations. As a result, public
participation and policy communication gen-
erally have not been effective, in a situation
where policy-makers ideally respond to lo-
cal people’s aspirations and needs quickly
(Sutaryo, 2006).
The other problem is tenure policy con-
cerning community property rights
(Colchester, 2002; Contreras, Hermosilla &
Fay, 2005). Tenure policy concerning state
forest management has tended to limit ac-
cess to forest resources for local people
(Safitri, 2006; Salomo & Matose, 2007;
Wulan, Yasmi, Purba, & Wollenberg, 2004),
especially during periods of nondemocratic
rule, for example during the Suharto regime
in Indonesia (Colchester, 2002). This policy
hampered the local people in gaining con-
trol of forest and woodland resources
(Salomo & Matose, 2007). It has been esti-
mated that the global forest estate covers
nearly 3.9 billion hectares, of which govern-
ments control nearly 77 percent (White &
Martin, 2002), and even other scientists esti-
mated central government’s own by far the
greater proportion, approximately 86 per-
cent, of the 5.4 billion hectares of the world’s
forests and wooded areas (Agrawal, Chhatre,
& Hardin, 2008, p. 4). At least 11 percent of
the world’s forest is designated local commu-
nities and individuals or companies control
nearly 12 percent (White & Martin, 2002).
In 2004, it was expected that the 378
million hectares of community owned and
managed land would have increased to 740
million by 2015, representing 45 percent of
the world’s forest estate (Bull & White, 2002).
However, research conducted in Kumaon,
India, noted that the state still has a domi-
nant role in determining how forest resources
can be used (Agrawal, 2001c). It seems that
the state retains a dominant role in deciding
who is allowed and empowered to manage
this resource (Agrawal, 2001c; Awang, 2003;
Lindayati, 2003; Safitri, 2006; Sunito, 2005),
which means that devolution of real power,
especially in the most valuable forests, has
not occurred. Typically, power has been re-
tained by the state and large corporations
(Awang, 2003; Barr, 2003; Campbell, 2003;
Mahanty, Fox, McLees, Nurse, & Stephen,
2002; Safitri, 2006; Wollenberg &
Kartodihardjo, 2002).
At policy implementation level, there is
a lack of economic and political equity
(Agrawal, 2001b; Agrawal & Ostrom, 2001b;
Mahanty, et al., 2002). Equity is defined as
the distribution and allocation of socio-eco-
nomic benefits and resources (Kellert, Mehta,
Ebbin, & Lichtenfeld, 2000, p. 707). Lack of
economic equity means a lack of benefit shar-
ing arrangements and weak government fi-
nances and capacity in support of the sys-
tem, such as is reported to be happening in
Cambodia (Sunderlin, 2004). As a result of
economic inequity, community forests hardly
ever contribute to the needs of the most
marginalised members of the communities
(Fonseca, 2004). In Nepal, for example,
wealthier households tend to have a domi-
nant role in forest user groups (FUG) (Malla,
Neupane, & Branney, 2003). Political ineq-
uity means that the policies have applied tight
control over the commercial use of commu-
nity managed forests. In this situation the lo-
cal people must gain additional permits and
licenses to harvest, transport, and sell the tim-
ber, in comparison to large scale commercial
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logging operations (Mahanty & Guernier,
2008). Furthermore, some elite people are able
to take new opportunities, by virtue of their
assets or skills, which put them in a privileged
position, thereby creating further political in-
equities (Angelsen & Wunder, 2003).
Another problem relating to the ineffec-
tive implementation of CBFM is poor insti-
tutional development, especially at a local
level (Djogo, Sunaryo, Suharjito, & Sirait,
2003). This is characterised, for example, by
a low awareness level of the poorest groups
of the FUG (Malla, et al., 2003). The chal-
lenge is therefore how to strengthen the le-
gitimacy of forest governance at the local
level, including customary forestry, com-
pany-community partnerships, and enhanc-
ing community participation in the manage-
ment of forests. This means improving the
local institutional capacities, improving
transparency, creating checks and balances
that enhance the security of communities’
rights over forest management, and better
channelling the benefits to them. Local for-
est management (e.g. customary forestry
management) is often not democratic, equi-
table, or transparent (Wollenberg &
Kartodihardjo, 2002). Thus, it is not possible
for goverment sectors to be able to facilitate
and anticipate the socio-economic dynam-
ics of local people if the institutional setting
is not enhanced (Sutaryo, 2006).
As evidenced above, many studies have
been conducted exploring policy problems;
both in policy-making processes and policy
implementation. However, there are still
many factors that need to be investigated
further to deepen our collective understand-
ing of the conceptual framework of CBFM
and to optimise the outcomes. Optimising
CBFM policy so that it can be a transforma-
tive instrument for enhancing community
livelihoods, support community develop-
ment, and contribute to rural economies,
while ensuring the long-term sustainability
of forest resources, requires research to bet-
ter understand to the significant gaps in
CBFM policy development and subsequent
implementation. In the following pages, we
briefly identify and discuss the research gaps,
particularly as they relate to CBFM in Indo-
nesia, which are the subject of this research.
The Context for CBFM in Indonesia:
Policy Stages and the Emergence of
Government Initiatives
Essentially, community-based forest
management (CBFM) has been practiced by
local communities or indigenous people for
more than 400 years (Adi et al., 2004; Peluso,
1992a; Subarudi, Idris, Achmad, Iman, &
2003), with different forms practiced at dif-
ferent times (Wardojo, 2003). These include
Lembo in East Kalimantan, Tembawang in
West Kalimantan, Kebun Talon in West Java;
and Repong in West Lampung (Safitri, 2006).
These models could broadly be described as
forms of community-based agro-forestry
(Peluso, 1993). Some sources of information
indicate CBFM occurred before the Dutch
colonisation in 1602 (Safitri, 2006). These
models are termed ‘traditional’ models of
community forestry; systems of local level
forest management that were created spon-
taneously by a community (Sunderlin, 2004)
without any encouragement or guidance by
people or institutions from outside the local
community (Sunderlin & Thu Ba, 2005).
In the post colonial state (1945 until in
early New Order), CBFM had little attention
from the state. When the Indonesian govern-
ment issued the Basic Forestry Law (No. 5/
1967), followed by the Government Regula-
tion (No. 21/1970) concerning forest conces-
sion, the central government, through the
Ministry of Forestry (MoF), started apply-
ing a timber-based paradigm, which focused
on timber extraction through the provision
of licenses to large-scale industries (Awang,
2004; Barr, 2003; Safitri, 2006; Wardojo,
2003). The policy has contributed some nega-
tive impacts on the livelihoods of the local
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people as a result of the ecological destruc-
tion from widespread forest harvesting
(Hidayat, 1996). Consequently, Indonesia has
been trying to resolve social and environmen-
tal tragedies, such as forest fires, illegal log-
ging, forest encroachment and flooding,
which are taking place in more than 120
million hectares of its state forest land (Safitri,
2006; Wardojo, 2003).
The International Forestry Congress,
held in Jakarta in 1978 with the theme “For-
est for People”, encouraged the advanced
development of CBFM (Subarudi, et al.,
2003). With its numerous variations (Safitri,
2006; Sunito, 2005), such as community de-
velopment with forest concessions, CBFM
was supported by Ministry Regulations (De-
crees No. 691/1991 and No. 69/1995). Un-
der this policy, forest concession holders were
obligated to support activities which contrib-
uted to the socio-economic development of
communities living in and surrounding their
concessions. Then in the early 1980’s, the
Ministry of Forestry introduced a social for-
estry program in a State Forest Corporation
(Perhutani), called the taungya system
(tumpangsari) (Awang, 2004; Peluso, 1993;
Wardojo & Masripatin, 2002). This model
was adopted from the Dutch colonial period
(Adi, et al., 2004; Colchester, 2002; Peluso,
1992b, 1993, 2006).
The Community Forestry policy (Hutan
Kemasyarakatan/HkM) was issued in 1995
under another Ministry of Forestry Regula-
tion (No. 622/Kpts-II/1995). This gave local
people rights in the management of forest
resources, including access to use Non-Tim-
ber Forest Products (Hindra, 2005). At that
time, CBFM was believed to be a panacea to
concerns about widespread rural poverty, il-
legal logging, and address questions about
the legitimacy of the state in managing for-
ests (Safitri, 2006). This policy was subse-
quently amended (No. 677/Kpts-II/1997) to
provide greater access for local people; grant-
ing a license to manage and use timber and
nontimber forest products (Hak Pengelolaan
Hutan Kemasyarakatan/HPHKM) to the lo-
cal people and improve implementation at
the field level.  However, the outcome was
little improvement in the well-being of the
local people (Colchester, 2002).
Since the fall of the Suharto regime in
May 1998, the state has paid more attention
to CBFM (Kusumanto & Sirait, 2002), as the
political system and government system is
more democratic, with strong demands for
public participation in policy-making and a
more decentralised governance system
(Lindayati, 2003; Safitri, 2006). There was a
need for improvement, with the Ministry of
Forestry then issuing a new regulation (No.
31/Kpts-II/2001), which enabled the local
people to be more active in forest manage-
ment. However, this policy has not been
implemented since the new regulations do
not accommodate the right to manage the
forest and only allow for licensing the use of
forest resources (Hindra, 2005).
Subsequently, the Ministry of Forestry
passed the Social Forestry Program. To sup-
port this policy the Ministry of Forestry is-
sued a further regulation (No. 1/Menhut-II/
2004), which sought to empower people liv-
ing within and surrounding the forest
through the implementation of social for-
estry. In this regulation, social forestry is de-
scribed as a forest resources management
system for state forest areas and/or private
forests, which the aim to provide the local
people with an opportunity to become the
main actors and/or partners in a simulta-
neous effort to increase local welfare and pre-
serve the forest (Hindra, 2005). Again, the
implementation of the social forestry pro-
gram was widely thought to have failed. In
2007, one of the government’s regulation
(No. 34/2002) concerning empowering com-
munities living within and surrounding for-
ests was revised with another regulation (No.
6/2007) which mandated empowering of
communities.
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Prior to the period 1970’s-1990’s, espe-
cially in the post colonial period, community-
based forest management systems were ex-
cluded from the mainstream legal policy dis-
course    (Lindayati, 2000; Nugroho, 2002
cited in Awang, 2003), as they were viewed
as a threat to forest sustainability (Lindayati,
2000). The period during the 1970’s to the
1990’s was a formative step, as this period
experienced a gradual change from negation
to the introduction era of community-based
forest management (Lindayati, 2000, 2003).
This change was an important learning phase
for Indonesia, especially for the government
officers learning to deal with collaborative
management with the local people and other
related stakeholders, such as NGOs. This
stage, especially in the mid-1980’s to the
early-1990’s, was recognised as the period of
exploration and experimentation in regard
to community forestry (Hindra, 2005;
Lindayati, 2000). It was marked by the test-
ing of various pilot projects in different areas
and institutionalising, developing and review-
ing these models (e.g. community forestry/
Hutan Kemasyarakatan) (Safitri, 2006), an
evolutionary process of CBFM in Indonesia
(Hindra, 2005).
During the period 1970’s-1990’s commu-
nity-based forest management did not gen-
erally improve the well-being of local people,
and did not provide sufficient legal space for
local people to promote their own interests
(Moniaga, 1997). Thus, the CBFM policies
generally did not answer the real needs and
aspirations of the local people, such as long-
term management rights and poverty alle-
viation (Safitri, 2006). Wardojo (2003) classi-
fied the period from 2001 as the initiation
stage under the new political system. Then
the period of 2002-2003 was considered the
installation period, followed by the period of
2004-2006 as the consolidation stage, and
then 2007 onwards as the stabilisation period
(refer to Figure 1.1). Under the new political
system, the Ministry of Forestry has set up
new approach which focused on three dif-
ferent institutional arrangements through
better local institutional management, bet-
ter forest area management, and better tim-
ber business management.
Figure 1.1 Community-Based Forestry Management Stages in Indonesia
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Community-Based Forest Manage-
ment: The Evolutionary Policy Process
As a result of the many early failures of
CBFM in Indonesia, activists and policy-
makers continued to develop new concepts
and strategies focusing on the engagement
of local communities in managing forest re-
sources (Sunito, 2005), through providing
legal and better access with longterm man-
agement rights to the local people. For in-
stance, in 2007 the Ministry of Forestry be-
gan developing the new policy in forestry
development, termed the Peoples’ Plantation
Forest or community participation on indus-
trial forest plantation (HTR) program. The
HTR program includes a forest plantation
planted as a production forest by communi-
ties, both individually and as groups of com-
munities. The aim of these activities is to im-
prove the potency and quality of production
forest and improve the well-being of the lo-
cal people (BPK, 2007; Emila & Suwito,
2007). Then in 2008, the Ministry of Forestry
passed village forest regulations to enable a
village to manage state forest through a vil-
lage institution. Under CBFM policy, multi-
interest parties at both the central and re-
gional levels have undertaken field action.
The objectives of the policy are to increase
the welfare of local people, speed up the
achievements of sustainable forest manage-
ment goals, embrace policy as practice and
improve implementation (Wardojo, 2003).
Making CBFM Policy Work for The
Poor
Policy is a significant instrument of gov-
ernments for transforming communities and
enhancing the environment towards better
conditions (O’Laughlin, 2001; Winarno,
2008). In developing countries, the connec-
tion between the people and the forests is
more intense due to higher dependence of
the population on forests for meeting their
daily needs (Katwa, 2005). The crucial con-
tribution of forest to improving rural liveli-
hoods, especially for the poor is well acknowl-
edged (Gilmour et al., 2004). Very large num-
bers of rural households in developing coun-
tries are living under subsistence levels on a
daily basis, and they are very dependent on
tree products (Arnold 2001). For more than
two decades it has been understood that bio-
logical diversity provides goods and services
for rural people, but these goods and services
are frequently taken for granted, under-
priced, overexploited (Leisher et al., 2010;
Shougong et al., 2005), and degraded
(Katwa, 2005). The thematic and well-known
motto “save the forest’’ has recently changed
to “save the forest people’’ or “save the forest
for the forest people’’ (Levang et al., 2005).
Recently there has been a growing in-
terest in the potential of community based
forest management (CBFM) to be a signifi-
cant vehicle for poverty alleviation (Mahanty
et al., 2006). In Asia, CBFM is seen as a key
ingredient (Mahanty & Guernier, 2008) and
an innovative practice (Mazur & Stakhanov,
2008) for improving the welfare of the esti-
mated 450 million impoverished people liv-
ing in and around forests (Mahanty &
Guernier, 2008). In the Phillipines, CBFM
interventions are viewed by the government
and the funding institutions as an important
strategy in alleviating upland poverty
(Pulhin, 20000).
Poverty alleviation, in both theory and
practice, is not simple. Constraints often
emerge around the process of poverty alle-
viation. Little access to the market (Tshering,
2005; Byerlee et al., 2005; Wollenberg et al.,
2004), and market infrastructure such as
roads and transport, post-harvest facilities,
communications and business services
(Pandit et al., 2008), and lack of employment
opportunities especially during the off-sea-
son are significant constraints (Tshering,
2005). Other constraints are lack of both fi-
nancial and human capital to start and man-
age a business (Pandit et al., 2008), includ-
ing insufficient funding for the implementa-
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tion of pilot projects and inadequate educa-
tion of extension agents. There is also com-
petition among local inhabitants for access
to forest resource benefits, the constraints of
an inadequate resource base for supporting
livelihoods, and drought or other natural di-
sasters (Sunderlin, 2004).
It is crucial, however, to understand the
role of elites and their connections both with
poor people and with others who control the
flow of access to forest resources. Under-
standing the links of the local elites with na-
tional and in some instances with
transnational elites is of central importance
(Hobley, 2007). In practice, the poor are of-
ten prohibited from using timber forest prod-
ucts, while private sectors and other outsid-
ers are able to utilise the same resources, ei-
ther legitimately or illegally. Elites in a soci-
ety often drive and control the way natural
resources are managed (Mahanty et al.,
2006). Distributional manipulation sees most
of the benefits flowing to local elites with, in
some cases, the poor people becoming even
worse off (Gilmour et al., 2004). For example
in the case of CBFM in Nepal, about 36 per-
cent of the income from community forests
was expended by the Forest User Groups on
community development activities such as
building schools, roads, and drinking water
facilities, but only around 3 percent was tar-
geted towards specific pro-poor activities
(Kanel & Niraula, 2004). In addition, the
application of political patronage often ben-
efits the elite group while the ordinary mem-
bers become subordination to these privi-
leged elite. Poor communities remain in a
worse position than powerful interests, since
the elite and rich people rarely share the in-
terest of members in redistributing their
power (Larson & Ribot, 2007).
Table 1
Evidence on Dependence on Natural Resources for Income
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Source: Vira & Kontoleon (2010)
The Table above demonstrates the link-
ages between the forest and rural people. Es-
pecially for rural people, across countries and
sites, natural resources provide considerable
variation in household incomes.
As the CBFM model was not designed
specifically to be pro-poor, its capacity to pro-
vide benefit to the poor is little (Mahanty et
al., 2006). An example is found in the case of
the South African partnership model which
put community partner only as a comple-
mentary rather than as the main target for
lifting out from poverty (Vermeulen et al.,
2008). As result, the partnership only contrib-
uted up to 45 percent out of the total figure
needed to poverty alleviation (Vermeulen et
al., 2003).
Policies are deliberately intended to re-
solve problems faced by governments and/
or its citizens (O’Laughlin, 2001; Winarno,
Lucas Rumboko, Digby Race, Allan Curtis, Optimising Community-Based Forest Management Policy in Indonesia:...
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2008). Recent studies on CBFM policy have
mostly tried to reveal why and how policies
have not worked particularly well for enhanc-
ing the well being of rural people and ensur-
ing the longterm sustainability of forest re-
sources. As highlighted by some scientists,
the failures of CBFM policies in Indonesia
have fundamentally been due to a state cen-
tric paradigm which has given the central
government greater control over natural re-
sources at the expense of local people
(Awang, 2003; Colchester, 2002; Kusumanto
& Sirait, 2002; Safitri, 2006; Sunito, 2005).
Additionally, forest management has been
strongly informed by conventional scientific
knowledge (often focused on maximising
timber production) at the expense of local
knowledge (e.g. Moniaga, 1997; Peluso,
1992b, 2006). This has combined with a lack
of understanding by frontline government
officers of participatory forest management
(e.g. Kubo, 2010), and little change in gov-
ernment-community relations (e.g. Safitri,
2006). Many government officers doubt that
local communities have the capacity or
knowledge to successfully manage forest re-
sources (Sardjono, 2006). Problems of pa-
tronage, class and gender inequities (e.g. Li,
2002) have also been identified. However,
there are several limitations of the previous
research, including:
1. Even though recent studies have high-
lighted participation as a significant
ingredient in CBFM policy intervention,
focusing on the role of disadvantaged
groups or gender communities in par-
ticular village areas (see also Agrawal,
2001b; Hampton, 2004; Nawir &
Santoso, 2005), the earlier studies have
not explored explicitly the participation
process at a central (national) level
from the perspective of different actors
at multilayers of government institu-
tions (e.g. central, province, district, and
local level);
2. The previous research has not discussed
in detail the external factors (threats)
that might significantly affect the suc-
cess of the policy implementation, es-
pecially to reduce deforestation and
support sustainable supplies to local
industries (e.g. palm oil development,
illegal squatters, and transmigration
programs);
3. Even though recently there has been
interest in investigating the role of
CBFM for supporting economic out-
comes (see Nawir & Santoso, 2005)  and
poverty alleviation (Gilmour, et al.,
2004; Mahanty, et al., 2006; Vermeulen,
Nawir, & Mayers, 2008), little attention
has been paid to exploring the factors
that shape the success of poverty alle-
viation (e.g. limited access,
standardised contracts, the role of elite
and distributional benefit mechanisms/
issues, and local institutions)
Conclusion
In brief, our investigation of research
gaps shows that further research is required
to evaluate and investigate the dynamic pro-
cess of a planned development intervention,
such as CBFM policy (Long, 2001, 2002b;
Long & Ploeg, 1989), focusing on the dy-
namics of public participation and policy
communication processes at the multiple lay-
ers of government institutions (see Eko, 2010;
King, Feltey, & Susel, 1998). At the policy
implementation level, research is needed to
explore the external factors (threats) that
might significantly affect the success of policy
implementation, such as palm oil, rubber
development, illegal squatters, and transmi-
gration programs (O’Connor, 2004; Potter,
2001; Purnamasari, 2009). Research must
also explore factors such as standardised con-
tracts, local institutions, and the role of elite
and distributional benefit mechanisms, that
shape and affect the success of poverty alle-
viation (Agrawal & Ostrom, 2001; Baumann,
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2000; Mahanty, et al., 2002). Finally, it must
investigate cross cutting issues of different
CBFM models and their link with policy de-
velopment at central level.
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